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REMARKS 



Reconsideration of the application in light of the amendments and the following remarks 
is respectfully requested. 

Applicants respectfully note that the Examiner did not consider the International Search 
Report submitted in the Information Disclosure Statement filed on April 8, 2004. Applicants 
respectfully request that the Examiner review the International Search Report and initial the PTO 
Form 1449 so that the references listed in the International Search Report are made of record and 
identified on the face of any patent which may issue from this application. 

Status of the Claims 

Claims 1-31 are pending. Claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 9-11, 14-15 and 17-31 have been amended. 
No new matter has been added. 

Support for the amendments to claims 1 and 28-3 1 can be found in the Specification on 
page 7, lines 18-22; page 10, line 20-23; page 16, line 18 through page 17, line 16; and page 25, 
line 15 through page 26, line 13. The amendments to claims 3, 5, 7, 9-1 1, 14-15 and 17-27 are 
minor in nature and recite the subject matter in better conformance with idiomatic English 
without narrowing the scope of the claims, and were not made for reasons of patentability. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 103 

Claims 1-31 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,397,253 to Quinlan et al. (“Quinlan”) in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 
2002/0062342 to Sidles. The Examiner contends that Quinlan discloses a client system 10 for 
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accessing facilities of a server system 20 through a communications network, where the client 
system 10 includes a high performance gateway component 10-4 that operates in conjunction 
with a standard browser component 10-2. (Quinlan, col. 5, lines 12-20.) The Examiner 
contends that the gateway component 10-4 which records session information is a contextual 
API at the page level for a replay engine. (Quinlan, col. 13, line 53 through col. 15, line 18.) 
The Examiner acknowledges that Quinlan does not disclose a recorder capable of recording at 
least one context-full test script and that the replay engine is capable of executing the recorded 
context-full test script. However, the Examiner relies on Sidles as disclosing an automatic form 
filling system 200 that uses fuzzy logic 248 and a history unit 230, 1200, etc. to generate a new 
set of rules based on form context. (Sidles, paragraphs 0040-0042 and 0088-0090.) The 
Examiner contends that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine Quinlan and Sidles to achieve the claimed invention. 

Amended claim 1 recites a “system . . . comprises ... a tool operable to parse said client 
side executable code so as to determine a subsequent state of the network application free of 
interaction with a user ... a recorder capable to record at least one context-full test script; and a 
replay engine of said tool having a context-full API, said replay engine operable to execute said 
context-full test script.” Independent claims 29-3 1 have been similarly amended. The claimed 
invention provides a system that is capable of providing automatic context management that 
simulates virtual users for testing and monitoring web applications without requiring the actual 
execution of the client side web application code. The system comprises a recorder that is able 
to record a context-full test script which includes information about a single session and tracks 
every detail of every action that has occurred in the respective session. The system is able to 
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then replay the context-full test script and construct forms to simulate a user’s interaction with 
the application. See, Specification, page 21, lines 4-18; page 22, lines 3-12; page 27, lines 12- 
18; and Figure 7. 

Applicants submit that Quinlan and Sidles, either individually or in combination, fail to 
disclose or suggest the parsing tool, recorder, and replay engine recited in independent claims 1 
and 29-31 . With respect to Quinlan, Applicants submit that Quinlan discloses that the “remote 
form” (i.e., the static portion of an HTML page) is cached and merged with the data returned 
from the server in its response prior to displaying the merged data in a browser to the user. 
(Quinlan, col. 7, lines 1-16.) Therefore, Quinlan merely discloses a system that can handle static 
forms, which cannot cope with client side executable code that changes the HTML without 
contacting the server system 20. With respect to Sidles, Applicants submit that Sidles discloses 
that the automated form filling system 200 must still display the filled-in form for “review and 
possible correction by the user prior to final submission to the merchant.” (Sidles, paragraph 
0080.) Neither Quinlan nor Sidles disclose a system that is capable of recording a context-full 
test script, which, when the context-full test script is replayed, the system will build a form to be 
submitted (i.e., resulting in a subsequent state of the network application) free of interaction with 
a user. 



As demonstrated above, neither Quinlan nor Sidles, either individually or in combination, 
disclose the parsing tool, recorder, and replay engine recited in claims 1 and 29-31. 
Accordingly, Applicant submits that the combination of Quinlan and Sidles fails to disclose or 
suggest each and every feature recited in independent claims 1 and 29-3 1 . Therefore, Applicants 
submit that claims 1 and 29-31 are patentable over the combination of Quinlan and Sidles. 
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With respect to the rejection of claim 28, the Examiner acknowledges that Quinlan does 
not disclose recording form merging instructions for fuzzy form detection. However, the 
Examiner relies on Sidles as disclosing a method of fuzzy form detection where a form is chosen 
from a database of forms which is similar to the form being submitted, and merges with past 
form data to produce a new filled form. The Examiner contends that it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Quinlan and Sidles to 
achieve the claimed invention. 

Applicants have amended claim 28 to recite: 

A method of fuzzy form detection comprising the steps of 
comparing a form to be submitted to at least one form in a session 
history; generating data based upon differences resulting from the 
comparing step : performing said comparing and generating steps 
for each form in said session history ; choosing one of the forms in 
said session history having the greatest similarity to said form to be 
submitted based upon the generating step results; and applying 
form merging instructions to said chosen session history form to 
obtain a resulting form that is substantially identical to said form to 
be submitted (emphasis added). 

In the claimed invention, the system inspects all of the forms in all of the documents in 
the session history. Each form in the session history is compared to the form to be submitted and 
a set of the differences between the two forms is generated. Then, the system selects the form 
from the session history that has the greatest similarity to the form to be submitted, and uses the 
chosen form from the session history to be merged with the context-full script to create the form 
that is submitted. See, Specification, page 25, line 15 through page 26, line 16. In the claimed 
invention, the system does not search for an identical match of the form to be submitted. 
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Instead, the system inspects all forms in all of the documents in the session history. See, 
Specification, page 25, lines 18-19. 

Applicants submit that neither Quinlan nor Sidles discloses or suggests the comparing, 
generating, choosing, and applying steps recited in claim 28. With respect to Quinlan, 
Applicant submit that Quinlan discloses that if a form has already been requested via a HTTP 
request and is cached, then component 1 0-42 reads the cached form from the cache instead of 
having to re-process the form from the HTML data. (Quinlan, col. 11, lines 45-58.) Applicants 
submit that Quinlan merely checks the cache to see if the form is present ( i.e ., looks for an 
identical match). Since Quinlan is only looking for an identical match, Quinlan neither 
discloses nor suggests “generating data based upon the differences resulting from the comparing 
[of each form in the session history and the form to be submitted],” as recited in claim 28. 
Therefore, since Quinlan lacks the generating step, Applicants submit that Quinlan neither 
discloses nor suggests “choosing one of the forms in said session history that has the greatest 
similarity to the form to be submitted,” as recited in claim 28. Thus, Quinlan also lacks the 
applying step recited in claim 28. 

With respect to Sidles, Applicants submit that Sidles discloses that the automated form 
filling system 200 compares the field names of the form 126 with the dictionary 1000 list of field 
names to see if it can find a match. If there is no exact match, fuzzy logic 248 tries to “guess” 
how to fill the remaining data fields of form 126 (Sidles, paragraph 0040.) If the dictionary 1000 
and fuzzy logic 248 are unable to complete all the fields of the form 126, then the system 200 
looks in history database 1 200 to see if the specific site 1 04 and form 1 26 have been previously 
filled by a human person. (Sidles, paragraph 0041 .) Accordingly, Sidles does not generate “data 
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based upon differences resulting from the comparing [of each form in the session history and the 
form to be submitted],” as recited in claim 28. In contrast, Sidles only looks for an exact form 
match and if no match is found, Sidles stops looking at the forms in the dictionary 1000 and 
instead uses fuzzy logic 248 to fill in the blank data fields of the form 126. Therefore, since 
Sidles lacks the generating step. Sidles also lacks “choosing one of the forms in said session 
history . . . based upon the generating step results,” as recited in claim 28. Thus, Sidles also 
lacks “applying form merging instructions to said chosen session history form,” as recited in 
claim 28. 

Accordingly, Applicants submit that neither Quinlan nor Sidles, either individually or in 
combination, disclose or suggest the comparing, generating, choosing, and applying steps recited 
in claim 28. Therefore, Applicants submit that the combination of Quinlan and Sidles fails to 
disclose or suggest each and every feature recited in independent claim 28. Thus, Applicants 
submit that claim 28 is patentable over the combination of Quinlan and Sidles. 

In view of the above remarks. Applicants submit that the combination of Quinlan and 
Sidles neither discloses nor suggests each and every feature recited in independent claims 1 and 
28-31. Claims 2-27 depend from claim 1. Therefore, Applicants submit that claims 2-27 are 
patentable for at least the same reasons as discussed above with respect to claim 1. Thus, 
Applicants submit that the Examiner has failed to meet the burden of establishing a prima facie 
case of obviousness over claims 1-31. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection. 
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CONCLUSION 



Each and every point raised in the Office Action dated January 12, 2006 has been 
addressed on the basis of the above amendments and remarks. In view of the foregoing it is 
believed that claims 1-31 are in condition for allowance and it is respectfully requested that the 
application be reconsidered and that all pending claims be allowed and the case passed to issue. 

If there are any other issues remaining which the Examiner believes could be resolved 
through a Supplemental Response or an Examiner's Amendment, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number indicated below. 



Dated: April 12,2006 



Respectfully submi 




Louis J. D6lMidice 

Registration No.: 47,522 
DARBY.& DARBY P.C. 
P.O.Box 5257 



New York, New York 10150-5257 
(212) 527-7700 
(212) 527-7701 (Fax) 
Attomeys/Agents For Applicants 
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